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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Claims 8, 9, 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abrahams (US 6,618,714) in view of Vrhel et al. (hereinafter Vrhel) (US 
6,598,223). 

Claim 8. 

Abrahams teaches a computer-implemented method for recommending 
electronic component connectivity configurations comprising: 

prompting said purchaser to make a sequence of a plurality of interactive data 
entries on said display station defining the values of a respective set of attributes 
selected by said purchaser for each of said components (col. 3, lines 63-67, col. 4, lines 
1-3); 

searching on the Web for sources of components having attributes satisfying said 
defined values (col. 4, lines 5-10) ; 

prompting said purchaser to make a sequence of interactive data entries on said 
display station, defining the values of a set of attributes selected by said purchaser for 
the overall computer system (col, 3, lines 63-67, col. 4, lines 1-3); 

determining a computer system optimized to purchaser selected values of the 
attributes of each of said components from said Web sources reconciled with the 
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attribute values selected by the purchaser for the overall computer system (col. 4, lines 
5-12). 

However Abrahams does not teach offering said optimized computer system for 
sale to said purchaser on said display station. 

Vrhel teaches a method for installing and testing build-to-order components in a 
defined configuration computer system including offering said optimized computer 
system for sale to said purchaser on said display station (col. 6, lines 4-5, col. 6, lines 
25-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Abrahams to include offering said optimized computer 
system for sale to said purchaser on said display station, as disclosed in Vrhel, because 
it would advantageously allow the customer to make additions or changes to the 
ordered computer system without sacrificing the testing integrity of the defined 
configuration computer systems of the defined configuration manufacturing model (col. 
5, lines 57-63). 

Claim 9. Abrahams teaches all the limitations of claim 9 except said purchaser is 
a manufacturer producing a quantity of offered computer systems and a quantity of 
each of said components is to be used in the manufacture of said quantity of said 
offered computer systems. 

Vrhel teaches said method including that said purchaser is a manufacturer 
producing a quantity of offered computer systems and a quantity of each of said 
components is to be used in the manufacture of said quantity of said offered computer 
systems (col. 6, lines 25-30). 

The motivation to combine Abrahams and Vrhel would be to allow the customer 
to make additions or changes to the ordered computer system without sacrificing the 
testing integrity of the defined configuration computer systems of the defined 
configuration manufacturing model (col. 5, lines 57-63). 
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Claim 13. Abrahams teaches said method wherein at least one of said set of 
attributes for the overall computer system has values limited by overall resources 
available for the overall computer system (col. 4, lines 5-12). 

Claim 14. Abrahams teaches said method further including the step of displaying 
an alert to said purchaser when attribute values selected by said purchaser for 
components are not reconcilable with attribute values selected by said purchaser for the 
overall computer system (col. 13. lines 46-49). 

Claim 15. Abrahams teaches said method wherein at least one of said set of 
attributes for at least one of said plurality of components has values limited by a quality 
of the supplier of said component (col. 13, lines 51-54). 



Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Abrahams and Vrhel, as applied to claim 8, and further in view of 
Miller et al. (hereinafter Miller) (US 6,934,147). 

Claim 10. Abrahams and Vrhel teaches all the limitations of claim 10 except that 
at least one of said set of attributes for the overall computer system has values limited 
by industry standards. 

Miller teaches a bus assembly for switchgear conductors wherein a switchgear is 
mounted in a metal cabinet in compliance with electrical industry standards (col. 4, lines 
63-64). 

The motivation to combine Abrahams, Vhrel and Miller would be to ensure that 
the final product is in compliance with safety regulations. 
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Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Abrahams and Vrhel, as applied to claim 8, and further in view of 
Yoseloff et al. (hereinafter Yoseloff) (US 6,935,946). 

Claim 11. Abrahams and Vrhel teaches all the limitations of claim 11 except that 
at least one of said set of attributes for the overall computer system has values limited 
by laws. 

Yoseloff teaches a video gaming apparatus for wagering with universal 
computerized controller wherein an EPROM chip have to be mounted onto a daughter 
board and connected to the motherboard to assure gaming law compliance (col. 11, 
lines 30-35). 

The motivation to combine Abrahams, Vrhel and Yoseloff would be to avoid any 
legal problems related to the final product. 



Claim 12 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Abrahams, Vrhel and Yoseloff, as applied to claim 11, and further 
in view of Blanko (US 5,839,575). 

Claim 12. The combination of Abrahams, Vhrel and Yoseloff teaches all the 
limitations of claim 12 except that said laws limiting said values are environmental 
laws. 

Blanko teaches a receptacle for flat articles, like floppy disks, compact disks 
wherein said receptacle complies with all environmental laws (col. 2, lines 11-12). 

The motivation to combine Abrahams, Vrhel and Blanko would be to ensure that 
the final product is in compliance with federal regulations. 
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System claims 1-7 repeat the subject matter of method claims 8-15 respectively, 
as a set of apparatus elements rather than a series of steps. As the underlying 
processes of claims 8-1 5 have been shown to be fully disclosed by the teachings of 
Abrahams, Vrhel, Miller, Yoseloff and Blanko in the above rejections of claims 8-15, it is 
readily apparent that the system disclosed by Abrahams, Vrhel, Miller, Yoseloff and 
Blanko includes the apparatus to perform these functions. As such, these limitations are 
rejected for the same reasons given above for method claims 8-1 5, and incorporated 
herein. 

Claims 16-22 are rejected on the same rationale as set forth above in Claim 8- 

15. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

(i) US 6,615,406 to Amberg et al. teaches an apparatus for use in the 
manufacturing of a computer system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mila Airapetian whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3202. The examiner can nomnally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins can be reached on (571 ) 272-7159. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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